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Application number .......2-02-028, Half Moon Bay Golf Links Seawall  

Applicant.........................Ocean Colony Partners, L.P. 

Project Location .............2450 South Cabrillo Highway Half Moon Bay, (San Mateo County). 

Project Description ........Construction of a 270-foot long riprap and concrete seawall ranging in height 
from 16 to 40 feet high on the beach and coastal bluff adjacent to the 18th 
green of the Half Moon Bay Golf Links.  The proposed seawall would be 
constructed using an existing unpermitted riprap revetment, which would be 
grouted in place, secured with a tie-back system into the bluff, covered with 
structural concrete, and covered with colored shotcrete.  

 

File Documents ...............CCC Coastal Development Permit file; and previous Consent Order CCC-02-
CD-02 . 

 
 
 

Summary of Staff Recommendation: 
The Applicant proposes to protect the 18th green of the Half Moon Bay Golf Links from erosion of the 
coastal bluff with a new seawall.  Staff recommends denial of the proposed seawall because the project 
would substantially alter the natural landform of the coastal bluff and would result in significant adverse 
impacts to visual resources, shoreline sand supply, and public access in conflict with Chapter 3 policies 
of the Coastal Act. 

Coastal Act Section 30235 requires the Commission to approve the construction of protective devices 
that alter the shoreline when they are required to protect existing structures in danger from erosion, even 
if the protective structure would conflict with other Chapter 3 policies.  However, Section 30235 only 
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requires the Commission to approve shoreline armoring projects when no less environmentally 
damaging alternative is available to protect an existing structure in danger from erosion and when 
impacts to sand supply are eliminated or mitigated. 

In this case the proposed seawall is not required to protect an existing structure in danger from erosion 
because even without the seawall the 18th green is set back a sufficient distance from the bluff edge so 
that it is not presently in danger from erosion.  Based on analysis by the Commission’s staff geologist, it 
appears that only the edge of a concrete “foundation” structure underlying the green and a minor portion 
of the rough and edge of the green nearest the bluff edge are potentially threatened by erosion at this 
time.  Damage to the seaward edge of the foundation, rough, and green would not threaten the green 
itself in that such damage would have little if any effect on the continued use and function of the green 
in its present location.   

Furthermore, if in the future the 18th green is endangered by bluff erosion, less environmentally 
damaging feasible alternatives appear to be available to protect the green that would not require 
alteration of the bluff or armoring of the shoreline.  Such alternatives include minor reconfiguration of 
the green in its existing location or more substantial reconfiguration of the golf course to relocate the 
green further inland.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the concrete foundation underlying the green as 
it becomes exposed would protect the public from any hazard presented by the foundation without 
requiring shoreline armoring.   

Finally, even if shoreline protection was needed to protect an existing structure in danger of erosion, the 
proposed seawall is not the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative as the design of the 
proposed seawall does not minimize impacts to public access or visual resources.  The proposed seawall 
encroaches substantially further seaward than is necessary and impedes lateral shoreline access during 
most tidal stages.  Instead, a vertical seawall could feasibly be designed to avoid or minimize such 
impacts.  In addition, unlike some recently permitted seawall projects, the proposed project is not 
designed to mimic the form of the adjacent natural bluff and would not therefore minimize visual 
impacts. 

 

List of Exhibits 

 
Exhibit A Regional Location Map 
Exhibit B  Site Vicinity Map  
Exhibit C  Oblique Aerial Photograph  
Exhibit D Aerial Photograph from May 1973 showing 18th Green area  
Exhibit E Vertical Aerial Photograph  
Exhibit F Letter from Peter Cosentini, City Manager, the City of Half Moon Bay to Jo Ginsberg, 

Enforcement Manager, California Coastal Commission, May 22, 2002   
Exhibit G Consent Agreement and Cease and Desist Order CCC-02-CD-02, October 2002  
Exhibit H Map showing locations of vertical access to the shoreline near project site 
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Exhibit I Photograph showing lateral access along beach at low tide 
Exhibit J Cross Sections of Proposed Seawall 
Exhibit K Visual Simulation of Proposed Project  
Exhibit L Visual Simulation of Proposed Project  
Exhibit M Geotechnical Review Memorandum, Mark Johnsson, Staff Geologist, January 19, 2005 
Exhibit N Applicant’s Alternatives Analysis 
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The staff recommends denial of Coastal Development Permit Application No. 2-02-28. 
 
MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. 

2-02-028 for the development proposed by the applicant. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF DENIAL: 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Failure of this motion will result in denial of the permit and adoption of 
the following resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO DENY THE PERMIT: 
The Commission hereby denies a coastal development permit for the proposed development on the 
ground that the development will not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  
Approval of the permit would not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act because there 
are feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen the significant adverse 
impacts of the development on the environment. 

Findings and Declarations 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

Project Location & Background 
The Half Moon Bay Golf Links (HMBGL) is an oceanfront golf course located along the shore of Half 
Moon Bay, approximately 8 miles south of Pillar Point.  See Exhibit A for regional location map, 
Exhibit B for site vicinity map, and Exhibit C for an aerial photograph (showing the project site).  The 
Old Course, formerly known as the Links Course, at HMBGL was originally designed by Francis Duane 
and Arnold Palmer and redesigned by Arthur Hills in 2000. The HMBGL originally opened in October 
1973, and following renovation in 2000; re-opened in mid-April 2001.    

Construction of the 18th green of the Half Moon Bay Links, begun in April 1972 and completed on or 
before February 1, 1973, included a concrete slab, extending from the top edge of the bluff to the inland 
edge of the green, supporting the seaward edge of the 18th green turf and a twelve-foot high, 24-foot 
long, two-foot wide concrete retaining wall at the base of the bluff below the 18th green (see Exhibit D).  
The site is underlain by the Purisima Formation, a siltstone and mudstone unit that is moderately 
susceptible to coastal erosion. This bedrock unit is overlain by approximately 15 feet of marine terrace 
deposits consisting of sand and clay, which is in turn overlain by 3 to 10 feet of artificial fill in the 
project area. The contact between the bedrock and the marine terrace deposits occurs at an elevation of 

California Coastal Commission 



Application No. 2-02-028 (Ocean Colony Partners) 5 
 

approximately 25 feet in the roughly 40 foot high coastal bluff. The concrete slab beneath the 18th green 
is approximately 12 inches thick and serves as a foundation for the green underlying the artificial fill.  

The 18th green complex includes the green, green surround (“rough”) and sand traps.  The western edge 
of the 18th green currently comes within approximately ten feet of the bluff edge.  The Ritz-Carlton 
Hotel is located approximately 120 feet to the east and 200 feet southeast of the green.  A 10-foot wide 
coastal access pathway is located between the hotel and the green, and is located approximately 70 feet 
from the northeast edge of the green, and approximately 50 feet from the southeast edge of the green 
(Exhibit E). 

Portions of the bluff in the vicinity of the 18th green have episodically eroded, slumped and retreated; the 
most recent event occurred in 1998.  Bluff erosion gradually undermined the concrete slab beneath the 
18th green and by 1995 portions of the concrete slab were exposed and hanging over the beach.  Portions 
of the hanging slab broke off and fell to the beach during the winter of 1995-1996.  To stabilize the 
bluff, Ocean Colony Partners constructed a riprap structure in late 1998.   As described below, this 
riprap structure was constructed without first obtaining a Coastal Development Permit or emergency 
permit.  

On July 27, 1996, the City of Half Moon Bay1 granted CDP 08-96 for repairs along the bluff at the 18th 
green, authorizing the placement of riprap backfill behind the concrete retaining wall and on the bluff 
face, and repair of the bluff top concrete slab as originally constructed in 1973.  Project plans indicated 
that the area approved in CDP 08-96 for riprap covered an area of approximately 1,700 square feet, and 
no riprap was to be placed on the beach.  The City staff report indicated that as permitted in 1996, no 
sandy beach area would be lost and that the approved project limits would not exceed anything 
originally constructed or currently in place. 

In August of 1998, Ocean Colony submitted to the City of Half Moon Bay plans for additional bluff 
stabilization measures along the 18th green.  A September 10, 1998 letter from the City’s planning 
director at that time indicated that the work as proposed was exempt from coastal permitting because it 
“would not result in an addition to, or an enlargement or expansion of, the green repair authorized by 
CDP 08-96.” 

In January 1999, the Coastal Commission received reports of an alleged Coastal Act violation near the 
18th green of the Half Moon Bay Links.  Commission staff visited the site and verified that riprap had 
been placed on the beach and bluff face within the Commission’s original permit jurisdiction.  The City 
directed Ocean Colony to apply for an after-the-fact CDP, and noted that the Coastal Commission staff 
had also recently contacted Ocean Colony regarding the portion of the unpermitted riprap located within 
the Commission’s permit jurisdiction that also required a CDP.  In February 2001, the Commission staff 
directed Ocean Colony to submit a CDP application to the City by March 15, 2001 for the portion of the 
development located within the City’s jurisdiction, and within 60 days of the permit action by the City, 
to submit a CDP application to the Commission for that portion of the development located in the 

                                                 
1 The Implementation portion of the City of Half Moon Bay’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) was certified on December 13, 
1995 and it assumed permit-issuing authority on April 24, 1996.   
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Commission’s jurisdiction.  The Commission staff indicated to Ocean Colony that its applications 
should be for either retention or removal of the unpermitted development. 

In May 2002, the City of Half Moon Bay formally requested that the Commission assume the primary 
enforcement role in resolving the violation regarding the unpermitted riprap that had been installed in 
1998 in both the City’s and the Commission’s jurisdictions (Exhibit F).  The City reiterated that the 
riprap installed by Ocean Colony in 1998 was not placed pursuant to a valid CDP. 

Following negotiations with Ocean Colony Partners, the Commission approved Consent Agreement and 
Cease and Desist Order CCC-02-CD-02 in October 2002.  The Order required the immediate removal of 
approximately half of the unpermitted riprap to reduce the impacts of the unpermitted riprap to public 
access along the sandy beach, and authorized interim retention of the remainder of the riprap, 
conditioned on the timely submission by Ocean Colony of a complete CDP application requesting 
Commission authorization for a permanent protective structure.  To mitigate in part the adverse impacts 
on public access that occurred because of the riprap, the Consent Agreement and Cease and Desist Order 
requires Ocean Colony to construct a vertical beach access path and stairway at the end of Redondo 
Beach Road and to contribute funds for the maintenance of this accessway. 

As required by the Consent Agreement, the riprap was removed in accordance with an approved 
removal plan in two phases beginning in the spring of 2003 and was completed in the spring of 2004.  
Additionally, Ocean Colony is currently working with the City of Half Moon Bay to permit construction 
of a vertical beach access path and stairway near the end of Redondo Beach Road, as required by the 
Consent Agreement.  A copy of the Consent Agreement is provided in Exhibit G. 

Project Description 

The proposed development includes the construction of a permanent shoreline protection structure 
(seawall) to protect approximately 270 linear feet of bluff located adjacent to the 18th green of the 
HMBGL.  As described above, following storms in 1998, portions of the bluff in this vicinity eroded, 
slumped and retreated.  An approximately 270 linear foot riprap structure consisting of 4-ton rock was 
placed without coastal development permit authorization to protect the bluff.  In accordance with 
Consent Agreement and Cease and Desist Order CCC-02-CD-02, approximately half of the unpermitted 
riprap installed in 1998 was removed and the remainder of the riprap was authorized on an interim basis, 
conditioned on the timely submission by Ocean Colony of a complete CDP application requesting 
Commission authorization of a permanent protective structure.  This application satisfies the condition 
for submittal of a complete CDP as required by Consent Agreement and Cease and Desist Order CCC-
02-CD-02. 

The proposed development includes (1) grouting the current riprap structure in place at a 1:1 slope, (2) 
securing the structure with a tieback system (utilizing approximately 69 tiebacks on 8-foot centers) into 
the bluff, (3) installation of a drain system to relieve hydrostatic pressure, (4) installation of a 3-foot 
wide by 5-foot deep sheer key system at the toe of the seawall, (5) covering the secured structure with a 
steel mesh made of rebar, (6) covering the entire structure with structural concrete, and (7) placement of 
an architectural sculpted concrete (shotcrete) colored to blend in to the surrounding bluffs.  
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Requirement for Coastal Development Permit 

Prior to the applicant and the Commission entering into the Consent Agreement, the applicant indicated 
that they believed they have a vested right to bluff protection.  The claim is based on the prior existence 
of a 12-foot high by 24-foot long by 2-foot wide concrete seawall on the face of the bluff at the 18th 
green (Exhibit D).  In order for any applicant to claim a vested right, they must make a request for a 
determination of vested rights in accordance with California Coastal Commission Administrative 
Regulations Title 14, Division 5.5 Section 13200 which states:  

Any person claiming a vested right in a development and who wishes to be exempt from the permit 
requirements of the Act pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30608 must substantiate the claim in 
a proceeding before the Commission under this subchapter. In such a proceeding the claimant shall 
assume the burden of proof. 

Additionally, Section 13201 specifically states: 

Any person who claims that a development is exempt from the permit requirements of Public Resources 
Code, Section 30600 or 30601 by reason of a vested right under Public Resources Code, Section 30608 
must file a claim of vested rights with the commission and obtain approval under this subchapter. 

To date, the applicant has not filed an application for a claim of vested rights for the pre-existing 12 by 
24 foot seawall..  In order to support a claim of vested rights for bluff protection, the applicant would 
have to prove that the 12 by 24 foot seawall was legally constructed prior to February 1, 1973 (the 
effective date of the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972). 

However, even if the Commission could find that a claim of vested rights for the 12 by 24 foot seawall 
is substantiated and the applicant had not subsequently abandoned the structure or relinquished any 
claim, the vested rights claim would be limited to the original 12-foot high, 24-foot long, two-foot wide 
concrete retaining wall at the base of the bluff below the 18th green.  Such an action would neither 
legalize the existing unpermitted riprap structure nor the proposed project.  The applicants themselves 
have indicated that the pre-existing 12 by 24 foot seawall would not serve as an effective long-term 
solution. 

In addition, even if the Commission finds that a claim of vested rights is substantiated for the original 
12-foot high, 24-foot long, 2-foot wide concrete seawall, the Coastal Act’s limitations on the scope of 
repair and maintenance activities would also require the applicant to obtain a coastal development 
permit.  Coastal Action Section 30610 (d) confines repair and maintenance activities to those which do 
not result in an enlargement or expansion of the original 12-foot high, 24-foot long, 2-foot wide 
structure.  

Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or enlargement or expansion of, the object 
of those repair or maintenance activities; provided, however, that if the commission determines that certain 
extraordinary methods of repair and maintenance involve a risk of substantial adverse environmental impact, 
it shall, by regulation, require that a permit be obtained pursuant to this chapter.  
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Furthermore, Commission regulations confine repair and maintenance activities to those which involve 
less than 50% of the seawall.  Section 13252(b) states: 

(b) Unless destroyed by natural disaster, the replacement of 50 percent or more of a single-family residence, 
seawall, revetment, bluff retaining wall, breakwater, groin or any other structure is not repair and maintenance 
under section 30610(d) but instead constitutes a replacement structure requiring a coastal development permit. 

Since the proposed project would replace 50% or more of the existing structure, the proposed 
development is considered new development and must conform to all Coastal Act policies and 
requirements.   

Finally, the 12-foot high by 24-foot long seawall was not destroyed by natural disaster and therefore, 
does not qualify for a disaster replacement exemption to permit requirements.  Also, as with the other 
types of permit exemptions, a disaster replacement exemption only allows the existing structure to be 
replaced and does not permit a significant expansion or authorize new development.  

In the case of the proposed development, the existing unpermitted riprap and the applicant’s proposed 
project both far exceed the length, width, height, bulk and scale of the original concrete seawall.  As 
now proposed, the 12-foot high, 24-foot long, and 2-foot wide seawall would be replaced by the 
construction of a 270-foot long riprap and concrete seawall ranging in height from 16 to 40 feet high, 
and extending 10 to 45 feet from the base of the bluff. 

The Commission therefore concludes that the proposed project is new development, and is not subject to 
exemptions from permitting requirements allowed under vested rights claims, repair and maintenance 
activities, or disaster replacement provisions. 
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Consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act: 
 

Public Access

Coastal Act Section 30211 states: 

 Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired through use or 
legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the 
first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

 

The proposed seawall would significantly interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea and along 
the shoreline.  As further discussed below, the seawall would both block lateral access along the 
shoreline and overtime would substantially reduce the sandy beach area at the project site.  As such the 
proposed seawall is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30211. 

The shoreline in the project area consists of a sandy beach at the base of a coastal bluff.  Most of this 
sandy beach area is public trust land.  Although no formal survey has been done, it is clear that the toe of 
bluff and the base of the riprap have been periodically inundated with wave action.  In fact, at high tide, 
this sandy beach area is completely impassable.  A tide pool system is located immediately to the south 
of the project site and seaward of the beach.  Vertical access to the shoreline is available via an access 
stairway approximately 1,600 feet to the south of the project site and an informal trail system near 
Redondo Beach Road approximately 2,000 feet to the north (Exhibit H).  As stated above, to mitigate in 
part the on going adverse impacts on public access that have occurred because of the riprap, the Consent 
Agreement and Cease and Desist Order requires Ocean Colony to construct a vertical beach access path 
and stairway at the end of Redondo Beach Road and to contribute funds for the maintenance of this 
accessway.  

Unimpeded lateral access along the beach is available on either side of the proposed seawall.  However 
the existing remaining unpermitted riprap, which extends from 10 feet to 40 feet seaward of the base of 
the bluff, currently blocks lateral access along the beach during most tidal stages (Exhibit I).  The 
applicant proposes to construct a keyway in front to the toe of the existing structure, and cover the 
existing riprap with structural concrete and shotcrete, which would extend the toe of the structure 
approximately 4 ½ feet further seaward resulting in increased impacts to lateral shoreline access.  As 
such, the proposed seawall would significantly interfere with the public’s right of access along the 
shoreline in conflict with Coastal Act Section 30211. 

Presently, it is possible to traverse the shoreline in front of the existing unpermitted riprap during low 
tides.  However, over time, the proposed seawall would reduce the amount of sediment otherwise 
supplied to the beach and fix the back beach area at the project site.  These changes would change the 
long-term erosion patterns at the site and result in further loss of the sandy beach.  As shoreline erosion 
continues the remaining beach area in front of the seawall would be lost overtime because the back 
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beach would no longer retreat landward.  As such the proposed seawall would eventually lead to the 
total loss of lateral shoreline access at the site even at low tides. 

According to the applicant, the proposed 270 linear feet of seawall would cover approximately 6,675 
square feet of beach area, extending approximately 10 to 45 feet onto the beach seaward from the toe of 
the bluff.  Assuming that the average erosion rate remains constant at the current rate of 0.75 feet per 
year, passive erosion would reduce the beach width seaward of the 18th green by at least 37 feet within 
50 years, and by approximately 52 feet within 70 years.  Since the beach width at low tide varies 
between 10 and 70 feet wide, the beach in front of the seawall would be mostly removed within 50 
years, and could be completely lost within 70 years.  This would result in the eventual loss of another 
approximately 10,000 square feet of public beach over approximately 50 years. 

In summary, the proposed seawall would interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea including 
the use of dry sand through both the immediate loss of lateral access along the shoreline except during 
low tide and the loss of approximately 6,675 square feet of beach, the long term loss of all lateral 
shoreline access at the site even during low tides and the loss of another approximately 10,000 square 
feet of public beach.  Therefore the Commission denies the permit application on the grounds that the 
proposed seawall is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30211. 
 

Visual Resources & Landform Alteration 

Coastal Act Section 30251 states: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with 
the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually 
degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California 
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by 
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The proposed seawall would substantially alter the natural landform and shoreline resulting in 
significant visual impacts in conflict with Coastal Act Section 30251.  Rather than conform the seawall 
to the shape of the natural bluff, the proposed project would incorporate the existing unpermitted riprap 
at the site, and extend from 10 to 45 feet seaward of the toe of the bluff.  The resulting 1:1 slope of the 
proposed seawall would not approximate the natural slope of the bluff face in the area, which is 
generally steeper than the project design.  Both the substantial mass and bulk of the proposed 270-foot 
long by 16 to 40 foot high and 10 to 45 foot wide seawall and the change in the slope of the bluff face 
would significantly alter the appearance of the bluff and shoreline and would not be visually compatible 
with the character of the surrounding area.  Through passive erosion, the seawall would gradually 
become more visually prominent as the surrounding shoreline recedes, further degrading the scenic 
quality of the area over time.  Cross sections and visual simulations provided by the applicant 
illustrating the visual impacts of the proposed seawall are provided in Exhibits J, K and L. 
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The applicant proposes to reduce the visual impacts of the seawall by covering it with an architectural 
sculpted concrete (shotcrete) colored to blend with the surrounding bluffs.  The application of colored 
and sculpted shotcrete is an accepted method for softening the appearance and reducing the visual 
impacts of seawalls and similar structures, but even the best examples of this mitigation technique fall 
short of reducing the visual impacts of such structures to less than significant.  This method is most 
successful when applied to walls that are designed with a shallow cross section and that conform as 
closely as possible to the natural landform.  Even in these cases, the application of such visual 
treatments serves only to soften the appearance rather than fully mitigate the visual impacts of the 
structure by successfully disguising it as a natural bluff or cliff.  In this case, the proposed visual 
treatment would be less effective in reducing the visual impacts of the seawall because the seawall is not 
designed with a shallow profile that conforms to the face of the natural bluff but instead would result in 
a massive alteration of the natural landform. 

Therefore, the Commission denies the permit application on the grounds that the proposed development 
is not designed to minimize the alteration of the natural landform and would have significant adverse 
impacts on visual resources in conflict with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

Construction Altering Natural Shoreline

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other such 
construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-
dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion, and when 
designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. 

Coastal Act Section 30235 acknowledges that seawalls, revetments, cliff retaining walls, groins and 
other such structural or “hard” methods designed to forestall erosion also alter natural landforms and 
natural shoreline processes.  As demonstrated above, the proposed seawall would result in significant 
adverse impacts to public access and visual resources in conflict with Coastal Act Sections 30211 and 
30251.  Nevertheless, pursuant to Section 30235, the proposed seawall must be approved if the 
Commission determines that (1) the seawall is necessary to protect an existing structure that is in danger 
from erosion and (2) that the project is designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply. 

The seawall is not required to protect an existing structure in danger of erosion. 

In evaluating whether an existing structure is in danger from erosion as that term is used in Coastal Act 
Section 30235, each case is evaluated based upon its own particular set of facts.  The Commission has 
previously interpreted in danger to mean that the structure would be unsafe to occupy or use within the 
next two or three storm season cycles (generally, the next few years) if there were no shoreline 
protective device.  The western edge of the 18th green currently comes within approximately ten feet of 
the bluff edge.  If the revetment were not present, the Commission Staff Geologist has concluded that 
the seaward edge of the green could be affected by a major erosion episode similar to ones that have 
occurred in the recent past (see Exhibit M).  The concrete slab underlying the green would also be 
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affected by erosion with the next major erosion episode.  However, the majority of the green is setback a 
sufficient distance from the bluff edge to prevent any damage from bluff erosion at this time.  Damage 
to the seaward edge of the slab and the western edge of the green would not render the green unsafe to 
occupy or use or otherwise compromise its golfing function.  As such, the Commission finds that the 
18th green is not in danger from erosion. 

The proposed seawall is not required to protect an existing structure because even if some 
protective device was needed to protect an existing structure in danger of erosion, the proposed 
seawall is not the least environmentally damaging alternative. 

Under Section 30235, even when some form of protection is needed to protect an existing structure that 
is in danger from erosion, a shoreline armoring project is only required if it is the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative.2  In this case, the 18th green is not presently in danger from erosion and 
the Commission is not therefore required to approve the proposed seawall.  However, even if an existing 
structure were in danger from erosion, the Commission would still not be required to approve the 
proposed seawall because it is not the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. 

For example, reconfiguration of the green in its existing location or more substantial reconfiguration of 
the golf course to relocate the green further inland would avoid altogether the significant adverse 
impacts of the proposed project.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the concrete foundation underlying 
the green as it becomes exposed would protect the public from any hazard presented by the foundation 
without requiring shoreline armoring.  If in the future the Commission were to determine that the green 
is in danger from erosion and that reconfiguration of the green or golf course were not feasible 
alternatives to a shoreline armoring project, the proposed seawall would still not represent the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative because it is not designed to minimize impacts to public 
access or visual resources as discussed above.  Rather than cover the existing riprap with concrete and 
shotcrete as the applicant proposes, a vertical or near vertical seawall with a shallow cross section and 
minimal footprint would substantially reduce impacts to both public access and visual resources.  Unlike 
the proposed project, such a seawall could be designed to better mimic the natural landform of the 
surrounding bluffs, minimize the direct loss of beach by the area covered by the wall, and would allow 
continued lateral access along the shoreline in front of the wall.  Although such a wall would still result 
in significant adverse impacts over time through the eventual loss of lateral access and beach due to the 
effects of passive erosion, by minimizing the footprint and reducing the seaward encroachment of the 
wall, this alternative would forestall these inevitable impacts of shoreline armoring for as long a time as 
possible. 

In response to staff’s request for an alternatives analysis, the applicant reviewed the following 
alternatives (a copy of the full analysis of these alternatives by the applicant is provided in Exhibit N): 

1) The proposed project. 

                                                 
2  Note that Coastal Act Section 30108 defines feasibility as follows: “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished 
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors. 
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2) Remove all riprap and construct a new concrete sculpted wall below the 18th green. 
3) Leave the existing riprap as removed and stabilized by the Interim Plan. 
4) Construct a seawall similar to the one built in 1973. 
5) Remove all riprap and provide no bluff protection.  
6) Half Moon Bay Golf Links should modify and/or relocate the 18th green. 
 

The Commission does not concur with the analysis of alternatives provided by the applicant.  
Specifically, alternatives 1 through 4 will have an adverse effect on coastal resources.  As discussed 
below, these alternatives would adversely affect shoreline processes in similar ways, resulting in the loss 
of beach area and sand supply.   Additionally, the Commission believes that alternatives 5 and 6 are less 
environmentally damaging alternatives and could be implemented in such a way as to protect the 
continued use and function of the 18th green without significantly altering the configuration of the hole 
or impacting the adjacent coastal access improvements.  The Commission’s response to the applicant’s 
alternatives analysis is provided below. 

1) The proposed project. 
 
Alternative 1, is the proposed project, and as discussed above, will result in significant adverse impacts 
on visual resources, would interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea including the use of dry 
sand, and is not necessary to protect an existing structure in danger from erosion.  Also, the proposed 
project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative available to protect the green, should that 
be necessary.      
 
2) Remove all riprap and construct a new concrete sculpted wall below the 18th green. 
 
Alternative 2 is a vertical seawall alternative to the proposed project.  As previously discussed, an 
alternative such as this with a shallow cross section and minimal footprint would substantially reduce 
impacts to both public access and visual resources.  Unlike the proposed project, such a seawall could be 
designed to better mimic the natural landform of the surrounding bluffs, minimize the direct loss of 
beach by the area covered by the wall, and would allow continued lateral access along the shoreline in 
front of the wall.  Although such a wall would still result in significant impacts over the long term 
through the eventual loss of lateral access and beach due to the effects of passive erosion that would 
need to mitigated concurrent with the project by minimizing the footprint and reducing the seaward 
encroachment of the wall, this alternative would reduce some of the impacts of shoreline armoring.   

However, the 18th green is not presently in danger from erosion and the Commission is not therefore 
required to approve a shoreline protective device.  Even if an existing structure were in danger from 
erosion, the reconfiguration of the green in its existing location or a more substantial reconfiguration of 
the golf course to relocate the green further inland would avoid altogether the significant adverse 
impacts of the shoreline armoring, including Alternative 2.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the 
concrete foundation underlying the green as it becomes exposed would protect the public from any 
hazard presented by the foundation without requiring shoreline armoring.  Therefore, while Alternative 2 
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is not the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative, it is less damaging than the proposed 
project. 
 
3) Leave the existing riprap as removed and stabilized by the Interim Plan. 
 
Alternative 3 would result in essentially the same impacts to public access as the proposed project, and 
would significantly interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea and along the shoreline.  As 
previously discussed, the existing unpermitted riprap extends from 10 feet to 40 feet seaward of the base 
of the bluff blocking lateral access along the beach during most tidal stages.  The proposed project 
would further extend the toe of the seawall another approximately 3.5 feet seaward resulting in even 
greater impacts to public access than Alternative 3 would.  Nevertheless, the existing riprap covers 
approximately 5,600 sq. ft. of sandy beach and this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would 
substantially reduce the sandy beach area at the project site through passive erosion.  As such, 
Alternative 3 would significantly interfere with the public’s right of access along the shoreline in 
conflict with Coastal Act Section 30211. 

Like the proposed project, Alternative 3 would significantly alter the appearance of the bluff and 
shoreline and would not be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.  The 1:1 
slope of this alternative would not approximate the natural slope of the bluff face in the area, which is 
generally steeper than the existing unpermitted riprap.  Both the substantial mass and bulk of this 
alternative would change the slope of the bluff face, would significantly alter the appearance of the bluff 
and shoreline, and would not be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.  
Through passive erosion, the riprap structure proposed under Alternative 3 would gradually become 
more visually prominent as the surrounding shoreline recedes, further degrading the scenic quality of the 
area over time.  In addition and as noted in the applicant’s alternatives analysis, under Alternative 3 the 
existing riprap would not be covered with colored shotcrete and would therefore be even more visually 
obtrusive than the proposed project.  For all of these reasons, Alternative 3 would have significant 
adverse impacts on visual resources in conflict with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

Alternative 3, similar to the proposed project, is not necessary to protect an existing structure in danger 
from erosion.  For the same reasons discussed previously under the analysis of the proposed alternative, 
Alternative 3 would not be the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative available to protect 
the green, should that be necessary.  Reconfiguration of the green in its existing location or a more 
substantial reconfiguration of the golf course to relocate the green further inland would avoid altogether 
the significant adverse impacts of the shoreline armoring, including Alternative 3.  Preemptive removal 
of the edge of the concrete foundation underlying the green as it becomes exposed would protect the 
public from any hazard presented by the foundation without requiring shoreline armoring.  Finally, even 
if shoreline armoring does become necessary to protect an existing structure in the future, a vertical or 
near vertical seawall designed to have a shallow profile and minimal footprint sculpted and colored to 
mimic the natural bluff would result in substantially reduced impacts to both public access and visual 
resources.   
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4) Construct a seawall similar to the one built in 1973. 
 
Alternative 4 would result in the construction of a twelve-foot high, 24-foot long, two-foot wide 
concrete retaining wall at the base of the bluff below the 18th green.  Alternative 4 would result in a 
vertical seawall substantially smaller than the proposed project, with a shallow cross section and 
minimal footprint and would substantially reduce impacts to public access.  Unlike the proposed project, 
Alternative 4 would minimize the direct loss of beach by the area covered by the wall, and would allow 
continued lateral access along the shoreline in front of the wall.  Although such a wall would still result 
in significant impacts over the long term through the eventual loss of lateral access and beach through 
the effects of passive erosion, by minimizing the footprint and reducing the seaward encroachment of 
the wall, this alternative would reduce these inevitable impacts of shoreline. 

Alternative 4 would, however, significantly alter the appearance of the bluff and shoreline and would 
not be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.  The concrete retaining wall 
provided by this alternative would not approximate the natural slope of the bluff face in the area, and 
would not be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.  Through passive erosion, 
Alternative 4 would gradually become more visually prominent as the surrounding shoreline recedes, 
further degrading the scenic quality of the area over time.  Alternative 4 would have significant adverse 
impacts on visual resources in conflict with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

As stated above, the 18th green is not presently in danger from erosion and the Commission is not 
therefore required to approve a shoreline protective device.  Even if the green were in danger from 
erosion, the Commission would still not be required to approve Alternative 4 because there are other less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternatives. 

Reconfiguration of the green in its existing location or a more substantial reconfiguration of the golf 
course to relocate the green further inland would avoid altogether the significant adverse impacts of the 
shoreline armoring, including Alternative 4.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the concrete foundation 
underlying the green as it becomes exposed would protect the public from any hazard presented by the 
foundation without requiring shoreline armoring.  Finally, even if shoreline armoring does become 
necessary to protect an existing structure in the future, a vertical or near vertical seawall sculpted and 
colored to mimic the natural bluff would result in substantially reduced impacts to visual resources.  
Although Alternative 4 is better than the proposed project, it is not the least environmentally damaging 
feasible alternative.   
 
5) Remove all riprap and provide no bluff protection 
 
The applicant has evaluated and rejected Alternative 5 asserting that eliminating bluff protection in this 
area would have significant long-term impacts on coastal resources, including:  
 

• Undermining the concrete structure below the 18th green constructed in 1973, creating a safety 
hazard for the public using the beach below.  

• As bluff erosion progressed landward, erosion would threaten the coastal access improvements 
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constructed as part of the Half Moon Bay Resort hotel (The Ritz Carlton - Half Moon Bay). 
 
The 18th green’s concrete sub-structure contains rebar and concrete footings, and a slab that is 
approximately 10-12 inches thick.  The applicant believes that coastal users would feel threatened by the 
concrete overhangs of the substructure.  Also, as portions fell, users of the beach would be required to 
walk around or over sections creating additional risk from the exposed rebar.  The applicant also 
indicates that allowing these fallen pieces of concrete to remain on the beach would impact coastal 
resources and would be unsightly with jagged ends and exposed rebar. 
 
The applicant also asserts that, under Alternative 5, bluff erosion progressing landward would threaten 
the coastal access improvements and that there is a limited amount of land between the bluff top and the 
hotel project.   The applicant also believes that “(u)ltimately, bluff protection would be required to 
protect the existing coastal access improvements.  If we were to consider the modification of the 18th 
green and move it landward, this would also threaten coastal path users with the increased risk of being 
struck by an errant golf ball.” 
 
The Commission does not concur with the applicant’s analysis of Alternative 5.  As discussed above, the 
western edge of the 18th green currently comes within approximately ten feet of the bluff edge.  If the 
revetment were not present, the Commission Staff Geologist has concluded that the seaward edge of the 
green could be affected by a major erosion episode similar to ones that have occurred in the recent past 
(see Exhibit M).  The concrete slab underlying the green would also be affected by erosion with the next 
major erosion episode.  However, the majority of the green is setback a sufficient distance from the bluff 
edge to prevent any damage from bluff erosion at this time.  Damage to the seaward edge of the slab and 
green would not render the green unsafe to occupy or use nor impair its function.  As such, the 
Commission finds that the 18th green is not in danger from erosion and that Alternative 5 is feasible. 

Furthermore, reconfiguration of the green in its existing location appears possible and would extend its 
use and function without need for shoreline armoring.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the concrete 
foundation underlying the green as it becomes exposed would protect the public from any hazard 
presented by the foundation without requiring shoreline armoring.  Should any pieces of concrete 
actually fall on the beach below, they could quickly be removed before they became a hazard to the 
public. 

The Commission also rejects the applicant’s assertion that the 10-foot wide coastal access pathway, 
located between the hotel and the green, would ultimately be threatened in the future and therefore 
requires shoreline protection.  As shown in Exhibit E, the Ritz-Carlton Hotel is located approximately 
120 feet to the east and 200 feet southeast of the green.  The coastal access pathway is located between 
the hotel and the green, and is located approximately 70 feet from the northeast edge of the green, and 
approximately 50 feet from the southeast edge of the green.   The pathway is located approximately 110 
to 160 feet from the edge of the bluff as it passes along the eastern side of the 18th green.  However, as 
the pathway passes to the south of the 18th green, it turns towards the bluff and comes to within 
approximately 10 feet of the bluff edge.   At this time, the coastal access pathway is not in danger from 
erosion as the pathway would not be unsafe to occupy or use within the next two or three storm cycles if 
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there were no shoreline protective device.  In accordance with the Commission Geologist’s analysis the 
coastal access pathway, located further inland from the green, is not presently in danger from erosion. 
 
As discussed above, Alternatives 5 can be implemented in such a way as to protect the continued use 
and function of the 18th green.  The proximity of the hotel structure and the coastal access improvements 
between the hotel and the 18th green provide some constraints, but, as described above, space exists for 
adjustment of the location of the 18th green inland, away from the bluff and eliminating the need for 
shoreline protection.  A minor realignment of the 18th green 20-30 feet inland towards the northeast 
would allow continued use and function of the 18th green while maintaining an approximately 40 to 50-
foot buffer from the coastal access pathway.  Additional measures such as signage and public education 
measures, fencing or safety screening, among others, can reduce the potential for the possibility of errant 
golf balls striking coastal access users and hotel guests.  Additionally, Alternative 5 would not interfere 
with the public’s right of access to the sea and along the shoreline, nor impact the visual and scenic 
resources in the area.  As such, the Commission finds that Alternative 5 is the least environmentally 
damaging feasible alternative. 
 
6) Half Moon Bay Golf Links should modify and/or relocate the 18th green. 
 
The applicant has evaluated and rejected Alternative 6 asserting that modifying or relocating the 18th 
green would: 
 

• not alleviate the potential problems with the concrete sub-structure of the 18th green and the bluff 
erosion in this area.  

• impact the “signature” hole for the golf course.  
 
According to the applicant,  
 

“(a) signature hole is usually described as the best and/or most memorable hole on a golf course.  
In this case, it is even more important.  The 18th greenhole of the HMBGL has been named as 
one of the best 100 holes in the country by Golf Magazine.  This distinction is very rare and 
unique.  This hole has been favorably compared to the famous 18th greenhole at Pebble Beach 
Golf Links.  The 18th holegreen has garnered such fame and prominence that visitors from all 
over the country identify this hole as one of the main reasons to play HMBGL. … The value to 
HMBGL to have our golfers end their golf round on a hole that has received such acclaim and 
notoriety is immeasurable.  (We should note that the HMBGL is an important visitor serving use 
open to the public and a significant factor in drawing individuals to the San Mateo coast.) 

 
“The original architects identified the beauty and challenge of this golf hole.  In fact, as 
described above, the architects and developers clearly understood the value of this golf hole and 
implemented the shoreline protection systems including the seawall and the concrete structure 
for the 18th holegreen.  The 18th holegreen as part of this golf hole with its proximity to the bluff 
top and the ocean below is equally unparalleled. The Half Moon Bay Resort designed important 
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components of their public space and hotel rooms to take advantage of this landscape.  The 
exterior patios enjoyed by hotel guests and coastal visitors were also designed to view the green.  
Again, many of the reviews and articles written about the Ritz Carlton - Half Moon Bay discuss 
the views of the 18th holegreen and the ocean beyond.  The value of the 18th holegreen in its 
current location and design is invaluable to Ocean Colony Partners.  The modification and/or 
relocation of the 18th holegreen would have such a negative impact that it should not be 
considered a viable option. 

 
“Beyond the important economic factors for maintaining the 18th holegreen in its current 
configuration, the opportunity for relocating or modifying the hole is very limited.  The 
proximity of the hotel structure and, as raised above, the coastal access improvements between 
the hotel and the 18th holegreen leave very little space for any relocation.  In addition, if the hole 
was brought closer to the coastal access trail and the hotel structure including the exterior patios, 
the possibility of errant golf balls striking coastal access users and hotel guests would be 
increased.  This coastal trail is connected to the coastal access improvements of the South 
Wavecrest project and provides a further link to the north and the south for potential extensions 
of the local coastal trail.  In fact, the Commission revised the original proposal of the Half Moon 
Bay Resort to locate the coastal access trail from the landward side of the resort to the to the 
ocean side of the hotel.  They clearly intended the coastal users to have a safe, unobstructed view 
of the ocean and bluff areas.  Therefore, any potential modification would only adversely impact 
existing coastal improvements and users and would be limited in scope given the existing 
structures of the hotel and coastal trail.” 

 
The Commission does not concur with the applicant’s analysis of Alternative 6.  Consistent with the 
Commission’s geologist determination, the Commission finds that the 18th green is not in danger from 
erosion requiring shoreline armoring to continue its use and function.  Additionally, if in the future the 
18th green is endangered by bluff erosion, a minor realignment of the 18th green and relocation 20-30 
feet inland towards the northeast may allow for the continued use and function of the 18th green, without 
significantly altering the configuration or aesthetic appeal of the 18th hole for golfers or hotel guests, nor 
impact the views and scenic resources in the area.   Such realignment would maintain an approximately 
50-foot buffer from the coastal access pathway, which currently exists near the southeast edge of the 
green.  Additional measures such as signage and public education measures, fencing or safety screening, 
among others, could reduce the potential for the possibility of errant golf balls striking coastal access 
users and hotel guests.  A minor realignment under this alternative would not require shoreline armoring 
and would be a less environmentally damaging alternative than the proposed project for the reasons 
previously discussed. 

The Proposed Seawall Will Not Mitigate Adverse Impacts on Shoreline Sand Supply 

As shown above, the Commission is not required to approve the proposed seawall pursuant to Coastal 
Act Section 30235 because: (1) the 18th green is not in danger from erosion and (2) because the 
proposed seawall is not the least environmentally damaging alternative.  However, even if the 18th green 
was in danger from erosion and the proposed seawall was the least environmentally damaging feasible 
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alternative means to protect the green, the Commission would still not be required to permit the 
proposed seawall under Coastal Act Section 30235 because it is not designed to eliminate or mitigate 
adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. 

Some of the effects that the proposed seawall would have on the local shoreline sand supply can be 
quantified.  Three of the effects from the proposed seawall that can be quantified are 1) loss of the beach 
area on which the structure is located; 2) the long-term loss of beach which will result when the back 
beach location is fixed on an eroding shoreline; and 3) the amount of material which would have been 
supplied to the beach if the back beach or bluff were to erode naturally. 

According to the geotechnical report (Bay Area Geotechnical Group 2002), which examined bluff 
retreat adjacent to the 18th green by photogrammetric analysis, the bluff retreated approximately 30 feet 
in the ten years between 1963 and 1973, apparently largely as the result of a dramatic erosion event in 
the winter of 1972-1973. Since 1973 and until the site was armored in 1998, an additional 10 to 15 feet 
of erosion occurred. The report indicates that the long-term average erosion rate (1963 to 2000) is 0.75 
feet per year, but most erosion seems to have been highly episodic. As previously discussed, erosion 
behind the seawall constructed as part of the construction of the 18th green in 1973 resulted in failure 
both of the seawall and a portion of the concrete slab beneath the green, and lead to the placement of the 
riprap now present at the site.   

According to the geotechnical report, which examined bluff retreat adjacent to the 18th green by 
photogrammetric analysis, the bluff retreated approximately 30 feet in the ten years between 1963 and 
1973, apparently largely as the result of a dramatic erosion event in the winter of 1972-1973. Since 1973 
and until the site was armored in 1998, an additional 10 to 15 feet of erosion occurred. The report 
indicates that the long-term average erosion rate (1963 to 2000) is 0.75 feet per year, but most erosion 
seems to have been highly episodic.  Erosion behind the seawall constructed as part of the construction 
of the 18th green in 1973 resulted in failure both of the seawall and a portion of the concrete slab beneath 
the green, and lead to the placement of the riprap now present at the site.   

According to the applicant, the proposed 270 linear feet of seawall will cover approximately 6,675 
square feet of beach area, extending approximately 24 feet onto the beach from the bluff.   Assuming 
that shoreline erosion rates stay constant at the current erosion rate of 0.75 feet per year, passive erosion 
will reduce the beach width seaward of the 18th green by at least 37 feet within 50 years, and by 
approximately 52 feet within 70 years.  Since the beach width at low tide varies between 10 and 70 feet 
wide, the beach in front of the seawall will be mostly removed within 50 years, and could be completely 
lost within 70 years.   

Based on review of the proposed seawall application, the Commission finds that the following impacts 
on beach sand supply would result from construction of the proposed seawall:  the proposed seawall, 
which is approximately 270 ft. long by 24 feet wide at the base, will encroach onto and permanently 
displace an estimated 6,675 sq. ft. of public beach area that is currently available for public use.  
Through passive erosion, additional public beach in front of the seawall will also be permanently lost.  
Assuming that shoreline erosion rates stay constant at the current erosion rate of 0.75 feet per year, 
passive erosion will reduce the beach width seaward of the 18th green by at least 37 feet within 50 years, 
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resulting in the permanent loss of another 9,990 sq. ft. of public beach.  The combined loss of public 
beach resulting from the area displaced by the seawall (6,675 sq. ft) and passive erosion (9,990 sq. ft.) 
will result in the loss of 16,665 sq. ft. of public beach over 50 years (approximately 1/3 acre).  Finally, a 
sand supply study supplied by the applicant indicates that approximately 40 cubic yards of beach quality 
sand will be deprived from the beach annually over the life of the seawall due to the seawall’s alteration 
of the natural erosion of the bluff.  The Commission also finds that there are other alternatives available 
that could reduce the risk from erosion, while not requiring the construction of shoreline altering 
structures and their associated impacts on beach sand supply.  Such alternatives include, but are not 
limited to, minor reconfiguration of the green in its existing location or more substantial reconfiguration 
of the golf course to relocate the green further inland.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the concrete 
foundation underlying the green as it becomes exposed would protect the public from any hazard 
presented by the foundation without requiring shoreline armoring.   

In summary, while it is clear that the toe of the bluff below the 18th green is subject to wave action, the 
applicants have not documented that the 18th green complex is in present danger from erosion or 
subsequent bluff failure such that a seawall is the only feasible alternative, and is therefore required.  
Thus, the Commission is not required to approve the proposed development.  In addition, as noted 
above, the proposed seawall will deplete sand supply, occupy public beach and fix the back of the beach.  
Additionally, there are other less damaging alternatives available to reduce the risk from bluff erosion 
and allow the continued use and function of the 18th green.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
proposed seawall is not required to be permitted pursuant to Section 30235. 
 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
 
Section 13096 of the Commission’s Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal 
Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as conditioned, to be consistent 
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. 
The proposed project is inconsistent with the visual quality, shoreline processes, public access, and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  As detailed above, There are a variety of less-environmentally 
damaging feasible alternatives available to address the applicant’s concerns including a vertical seawall, 
signage and public education measures to reduce the risk to the public, minor reconfiguration of the 
green in its existing location or more substantial reconfiguration of the golf course to relocate the green 
further inland.  Preemptive removal of the edge of the concrete foundation underlying the green as it 
becomes exposed would protect the public from any hazard presented by the foundation without 
requiring shoreline armoring.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is not the least 
environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and cannot be found consistent with the requirements of 
the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA because there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures 
which would lessen significant adverse impacts that the proposed project would have on the 
environment.   

California Coastal Commission 


























































































































